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LEGTSliATIVE HISTORY 

MEAT-INSPKTION SERVICE— COST 

yoT ie^t of Act see p* ^^^ 

Sanafe Report No. 1107, Apr. 7, 1948 [io accompany S. 2256] 
House Reporf No. 1852, May 4, 1948 [To accompany S. 2256] 

Tbe House Reporf repeals in substance the Senate Report. 

Eou^fe Report No, 1S5^ 

^-^HE Committee on Agriculture, to whom was referred the bill (S, 
t^ 2256) relating to the meat-inspection service of the Department of 
Agricylture, havmg cortsrdered the same, report thereon with a rec- 
ommendation that if do pass, 

STATEMENT 

This bi|[ (S. 2256) is essentially identical with two House bills [H. R, 
6675 and H, R, 6259), All three bills have as their objec+ive the return 
of the Federal Meat Inspection Service to the status it occupied prior to 
July I, 1947 — ^that of a direct obligation and responsibility of the Fed- 
eral Government, The three bills were considered simultaneously and the 
commfttee took action on the Senate bill (S, 2256], which is reported 
herewith* 

HISTORY OF MEAT INSPECTION 

The United States Meat Inspection Service was established by act 
of Congress \n 1906 In response to tremendous popular demand for 
more adequate safeguarding of the wholesomeness and purity of the 
meat products which constitute such an important part of the Ameri- 
can diet. 

There had been Federal meat inspection prior to 1906. In 1991 
Congress passed a law .directing the Secretary of Agriculture to mafeo 
ante-mortem inspection of livestock to be daughtered for interstate 
commerce and authorizing post-mortem inspectiion of the carcass if the 
Secretary deemed ft necessary or expedient. 

That this law left something to be desired rn affording genuine pro-, 
taction to the consumer is evident from the fapt that under Ft occurred 
the "meat scandals" of the Spanish-American War period, general pub- 
lic dissatisfaction with Federal meat Inspection, and the Nation-wide de- 
mand for more effective Inspection which resulted in the act of I906* 
Most serious of all was the bss of confidence In Federal inspection which 
resulted from the inadequacies of the 189! law,; 

This was dearly recognized by the House Gommittee on Agriculture 
in framing the 1906 legislation. In its report op that bill, the committee 
^aid; 

One of tiie most important results which it .fs hoped will follow this 
lec:^slatioii wOl be the restoration of public Qonfldenee. not only in our own 
<Tot:ntry but in other eouiitrie=?, in thi^ purity and; wholesomeness of Ameri- 



ca 



ri meat and meat food products 



The committee did an ou^^landlng job of drafting legisfaKon de- 
signed to restore "public confidence" In Federal inspec+ion. For 41 

1706 



"I 
1 

5 






ti- 
er 



] B 



4 ^ 

•3 ^ 

1 *' 

f; p 









li 



_ p 



-air 

'I? 






T . 






-^^.. 






|§ GOVERNMENT 
EXHIBIT 



f 

e 

s 

s| 
tx 

ei 
or 

d. 

pr 

of 

sh. 
fhi 
qu 



&mQ2.{»$m^ 



1 



Case 1 :06-cv-00265-CKK Document 1 0-8 Filed 02/27/2006 Page 2 of 6 



4 



r 



r 

■4. 



MEAX-TSSFECnON* SERVICE — COST 

years — until May 1947 — ^ihat law remained on +lie s+aMe books wHh 
virtually not one word of its original language changed, 

PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN INSPECTION 

For 41 years the Inspection Service esfabKsKed by that law has op- 
erated so efficiently and effectively to safeguard the welfare of Ameri- 
can consumers that our system of inspection has become a world model 
and the purity and wholesomeness of American meal products are not ex- 
ceeded by those of any country/ 

For a demonstration of the public conf'dence which American con- 
sumers now have in their Federal Meal Inspection Service, one needs 
only to watch the housewife as she buys the chops for her family meal — 
or the professional buyer as he lays In the supplies for a restaurant chain. 
Whether the quantity involved is a half-dozen pork chops or a hundred 
sides of beef, the buyer recognues instantly and accepts without ques- 
tion the mark of Federal inspection and grading which has, been stamped 
on the meat. 

When l-he consumer sees that marfc, he knows that it was placed there 
— on that particular piece of meat — by a trained and competent in- 
spector, employed by the United States Government, operating neither 
in fear nor in favor of the meat packer, who has personally inspected 
that specific piece of meat and certified it to be wholesome and pur© 
and of the grade and quality Indicated. He accepts without question 
the fact that the animal from which the meat came was healthy and that 
the plant In whtch the operation was carried on meets the highest stand* 
ards o* sanitation. He knows beyond any doubt that if that Government 
stamp reads **U S Good ' the meat he is btylng Is Indeed of a quality 
worthy to be graded "good/* 

THE INSPECTION ACT OF 1906 

IT Is worth while to look briefly at the law which has resulted In this 
implicit public confidence in Federal meat inspection: 

That law makes it a crime, punishable by a fine of $10,000 end 2 
years in prison, to transport or offer for transportation In Interstate or 
foreign commerce any meat or meat product which has not been inspec:f- 
ed and passed by a Federal Inspector, or to violate any of the provi- 
sions of the Meat Inspection Act. It provides that there must be in* 
spectton of the live animal before slaughter and of the carcasses and 
meat products after slaughter by a competent Federal Inspector "appoint- 
ed for that purpose," that only those products which he marks "Inspected 
and approved" can be used for food, and that those which he con- 
demns must be "destroyed for food purposes In the presence of the In- 
spector/' 

The act further provides that establishments m which meat-food 
products are prepared for interstate commerce must meet high standards 
of sanitation established by the Secretary of Agriculture and that there 
shall be inspection of such plants by ^'experts In sanitation" appointed by 
the Secretary, In carrying out their duties, Federal inspectors are re- 
quired to "have access at all times, by day or night, whether the establish- 
ment be operated or not, to every part of said establishment/' 
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t£:GESIiAXIVE HI5TOEY 

PAYMENT OF INSPECTORS A GOVERNMENF RESPONSIBILITY 



authority was clearly 
Government aad the 
■lation of ^x\ amoiint 
appropriation at that 



jid by the owners oi 



Payment of the inspectors clothed with this 
recognized to be the responsibility of the Federal 
act of f906 authorized for that purpose approp 
equivalent to almost one-third of the entire annual 
time for the whole Department of Agriculture, 

The proposal that these inspectors should be p 
the plants in which they work Is not new* It has teen advocated many 
times by those seeking govermnental economy ana was consistently re- 
jected until \\ was accepted by the Committee oi Appropriations last 
year, written into the Agriculture Department Appropriation Act with- 
out public hearings, and approved by the Congress In adopting that ap- 
propriatlon* 

Such a proposal was specifically rejected by tfce Congress in 1891 
when the first Meat Inspection Act was adopted and again in 1906 when 
the present act was approved. In each instance this proposal was re- 
jected after open hearings, mature consideration, end extensive debate, 
it was rejected on principle — on the principle thai Inspectors on whom 
American consumers must rely for the purity and wiolesomeness of their 
meat should be paid by the consumers themselv<ts. through the Fed- 
eral Government, and not by those whose produds they were inspect- 
ing. 

Said the Committee on Agriculture m Its report on the 1906 bill: 

- Your committee doea not t^lieve tiat this object (confidence In the 
purity and wholeaomeness of American meftt and meat food producta) 
would be attained by leg^isiation which requires tliose who are to be in- 
Bpected to pay the coat of inspection. On the confary, we believe that 
"the knowledge of this fact would discredit the inajiection and cast sus- 
picion upon it. 

For 41 years the Federal Meat Inspection Service has been operated 
by the Federal Government at Federal expense, Jnder that policy It 
has established a reputation for integrity and effi ^ctiveness which has 
made it the deserved recipient of public confidence lot exceeded by any 
other governmental agency* The committee belie^^es that the wisdom 
of this principle has been amply demonstrated, and that to retreat from 
it now would inevitably have the result predicted by that Committee on 
Agriculture of 42 years ago — 

that the know lege of this fact would discredlct the inspection and ca&t 
suspicion upon it. 

It Is argued that other kinds of Inspection service provided by the 
Federal Government are paid for by the person whose products are 
inspected and that this should, therefore, apply to m^at inspection. Meat 
inspection, however, is clearly distinguished from mos ■ other types of Fed- 
eral inspection. Most types of Federal inspection-— such as fruits and 
vegetables, tobacco, and other products — are pun^ly voluntary. They 
^x^ not required by law before the article can move In interstate com- 
merce, but are made by the Federal Government at the request of the 
producer* Generally, such inspections are for purp sses of grading and 
commercial standardization, and not for the purpose of determining the 
basic purity and wholesomeness of the product* 
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The committee believes that the true principle to be followed I is thof 
the cost of inspection should be paid for by those who receive the 
benefits of inspection. In the case of fruits and vegetables, an J similar 
inspections, the benefit is fo the person receiving the inspectio? — in fhe 
qradfng and commercial standardization of his product- Meat ?r spection 
Is clearly for the benefit of the consumer of meat products and should be 
paid for by consumers as a whole through Federal funds — rf i^hey are 
to continue to get the kind of meat inspection in which they j:an have 
confidence* 

PAYMENT BY PACKERS UNSOUND POLICY 

The Congress which adopted the Meat Inspection Act ofi 1906 so 
clearly recognized the dangers inherent ?n making Inspectors dependent 
on meat packers for their livelihood that It wrote into the act is section 
making if a felony for the operator of an inspected establishnent pay 
an Inspector ''directly or Indirectly" with Menf to "Influence" )%r- "■- ^^^ 
performance of his duties, and a similar felony for an inspector ^ 
such payment. 

The amendment written Into the law by the Department 
culture Appropriation Act of last year provides for indirect 
of inspectors by meat packers. The commftfee believes that 
is as unsound now q^ It was when It was considered and discard© 
snd 1906. 

The relationship between a Federal meat inspector and t le estab- 
lishment In which he operates is a peculiarly intimate one. He Is neces- 
sarily involved In e^v&ry phase of the plant's operation. He Is j 'resent &^ 
the plant through every minute of Its activity. He recommends and en- 
forces Installation and operation of sanitation devices and equlpriient^ His 
approval Is necessary for alteration^ expansion, or remodeling of the plant. 
His decisions are almost entirely a matter of bis own Judgr ent — and 
those decisions can cost or save the operator significant sums of 
money. 

Tiiere are some plants — those doing a business that Is larcely Inter- 
state In character — where Federal meat Inspection Is a necessityl In these 
plants, since the Inspection Service and therefore the Inspe rtion jobs 
are permanent, it can be assumed that there would be no ef ect what- 
ever on the quality of inspection because of knowledge on tfie part of 
the inspector that his salary was being paid by the packer. 

There are a great many other ^auh^ however, In which th s assump- 
tion cannot safely be made.. There are a large number of plants in 
which the volume of interstate business is relatively small coi ipared to 
that which Is done within the State. Federal Inspection Is mamlj lined only 
because of the interstate business. If the cost of Inspectiot becomes 
greater than the return from the interstate business, the pruder \ operator 
will discontinue the Federal Inspection and confine his business within his 
State line. The cost of Inspection is determined not only by th 5 salary of 
the inspector but by the sanitary measures he requires, the tumber of 
animals he condemns, and similar decisions on his part* 

Under such circumstances — human nature being what If isrj-the com- 
mittee is not wvlling to assume that the Inspection Service ylil be Im- 
proved by knowledge on the part of the inspector that the cost of the 



1709 



^1 



] 



t 

:/ -. 

* . s 



Jf 



li 



Case 1 :06-cv-00265-CKK Document 1 0-8 Filed 02/21[/2006 Page 5 of 6 



I ' 

■ri - 

Til. 
7 



ii 



I ri 

- 3 " ' 

if*}: 

i-i '■•-' 



,1 : 



h 



:i 



5 < > 



I- 



I; 



\ 



1. 



I 



r 



t ■ 

J 

] = - 



5= 



i- 

li 

■I. 



I/EGIsi^tive: histo ftr 



service to the packer may cause the discontmuiitioa of Inspection and wllhr 
it the termination of the inspector's job. 

It has been pointed out that the cost of 
only about $12,000,000 a year and that this ^ 
twenWeth of a cent on each pound of nneat. 
ers. or the producers, or someone, should be 
thereby apparently relieving the taxpayers of 



This reasoning doss not appeal to the commH ee. It Is obvious that the 



Federal meat inspection is 
mounts to only about one- 
It is argued that the pack* 
able to absorb this cost — 
3 $12,000,000 expenditure. 



meat packers^ will become 
charges are. If is equ^Ely 



$12,000,000 cost of inspection. If It is paid by 
an item of operating costs, [usf as all other 
obvious that if packers are to stay in busine; s they must pass their op- 
erating costs on either to consumers or to producers, or both. Consumers 
and producers are taxpayers. 

On the other side of the ledger, the $I2,0C D.OOO cost of Federal meat 
inspection represents only about one- three tF Dusand seven hundred and 
■fiftieth part of each taxpayer's dollar. It se« ims to the committee that 
it is sounder both in principle and In econom cs for the taxpayer to pay 
$1 out of each $3,750 he pays In taxes to me nta in his own meat-inspec- 
tfon Torce than it is to pay an equivalent amo 
so that the packers can maintain the inspectit 



FEV/ER INSPECTED PU 
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In addition to the possibility of an ad 
Federal Inspection, there is the certainty 
in the future to pay the salaries of Inspect 
crease in the number of federally Inspected p 

It was clearly the Intent of Congress In es 
tion Service to make such Inspection as wide 
Sible, Under tho system provided In the law 
gradual but encouraging Increase in the 
under the Federal inspection. There can be 
the system imposed in the last Department 
tio-i Act this trend will be reversed. Many 
possible to continue Federal Inspection and 
which do only a minor part of their business 
their interstate business and their Federal 
cost. These plants will then operate only u 
many of which are regarded as far tess exacti 
the Federal regulation. The result of the new 
decrease both the quantity and the quality 
United States. 



r\\ m 



Under the 



GOVERNMENTAL PRJNCfPLEJI 

One other matter of principle appears tci 
vclved here. That Is the sound principle of 
in the control of governmental activities by 
plan written Into the law last year, neither ( ongress nor the Bureau of 
^he Budget has any control whatever over i le number of persons who 
wifl be employed by the Meat Inspection Serv 
which will be collected and expended for tha 
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nt across the meat counter 
n for him. 
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effect on the quality- of 
if packers are required 

there will be a sharp de- 
fjnts, 

ablishing the Meat Inspec- 
pread and general as pos- 
of 1906 there has been a 

ber of plants operating 

no doubt but that under 
of Agriculture Approprla^ 
imoll plants will find It Im- 
others, regardless of size, 
across State lines will drop 
nspectlon because of the 
der State Inspection laws, 

In their requirements than 
system will Inevitably be to 
of meat Inspection In the 
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INVOLVED 

the committee to be in- 
good government involved 
the Congress. 



ce or the amount of money 
purpose. 
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Inspection is required by law. But fhe Bureau of Animal Ifidu&iry 
is lefi- entirely free to determine the number of inspectors and other 
employees it wants to hire^ lo assess the charges for these employees 
against the users of Federal Inspection, and to operate an Independent 
bureaucracy supported by a private taxing system without ever coming 
before the Appropriations Committee to justify its personnel and ex- 
penditures* 

SUMMARY 

In summary, it seems to the committee that the principles involved 
hero are plain and compelling reasons for the enactment of this bill; 

L The proiection of the health and welfare of the people of the Unit- 
ed States is a proper function of this Government, 

2, The inspection of meat and meat products to assure its purity and 
wholesomeness is a proper exercl&e of that function. 

3- Such inspection is obviously for the benefit of consumers In gen- 
eral — the public — t^\\i^r than for the benefit of processors or pro* 
ducers, 

4. The cost of such inspection should be paid out of the general 
funds of the Federal Government — not only because such Inspection 
is a proper charge against the people &% a whole, but because it Is the 
only way in which consumers can be assured of effect ive. uncompromising 
inspection In which they can repose the fullest confidence. 
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NATIONAL ARCHIVES—LIBRARY MEMBERSHIPS 

For text of Ad see p., SoS 

Senate Report No. 1236, May 4, i94S (To accompany H.R- 3638) 
House Report No, 597, June 18, 1947 (To accompany HR, 3635) - 
The Senate Report repeats in substance ifie House Report* 

Sewiie Report If^o^ 1236 

^bHE Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, to whom was re- 
\^ferred the bill (H.R, 3638) to amend section 10 of the act establishing 
a National Archives of the United States Government, having con- 
sidered the same, report favorably thereon wi-fhout amendment and rec- 
ommend that the bill do pass, 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

The purpose of the bill is to provide statutory authority for appro- 
priations for the National Archives that have been made In every Inde* 
pendent Offices Appropriation Act since 1938* 

Soon after the National Archives began operations it was ascertained 
that certain types of publications necessary to the wort of that agency 
were available to members of historical and other societies only or to 
members on more advantageous terms than to non members. The Inde- 
pendent OfRces Appropriation Act of 1933. approved June 28, 1938 
(Public Law 171, 75th Cong** /st sess.), contained in the language therein 
appiicaWe to the National Archives the following: 
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